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Running Title: Performing leadership
Abstract: The recent rise in the use of third-party standards and rating systems to evaluate the sustainability or greenness of urban programs and policies includes their explicit incorporation into municipal policy in the case of certified green buildings. In this paper, the theoretical framework of performativity is used to explain how multiple forms of city activity interlock through policy to name, repeat, and recount the city as a leader—which in this particular discursive formation, means being green. By performing greenness to their peers, city staff and elected officials work on the city's identity as an innovator and leader. Furthermore, the internal performance of greenness to residents and businesspeople indicates the appropriate role of local government in relation to private sector activity and protecting citizens, including taking on the risks of new technologies and practices to ease the way for private capital.





The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standards of the non-profit U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) are a set of voluntary standards intended to make the designation of a building as "green" agreed-upon, reproducible, and voluntary. However, there are over four hundred governmental jurisdictions in the U.S., from school districts to federal agencies, that have incorporated LEED standards into their policies. Some of these policies provide incentives or encouragement, but roughly 60 percent require some or all building projects to meet LEED standards or the equivalent. While there are many and varied reasons behind this shift from voluntary to partially-mandated standards, this paper focuses on one factor: relationships with other municipalities.
There are three ways in which relationships with other municipalities matter in producing not only green building policies, but green buildings. The first is having signed on to a voluntary climate change mitigation pact such as the U.S. Mayors' Climate Protection Agreement (see also Bulkeley and Schroeder 2012). The second is having other cities within fifty miles that themselves have green building policies. Both of these factors make municipalities statistically more likely to have more green buildings and/or a policy mandating that at least public buildings be LEED-certified, at the same time that demographic factors like education level and income of the population have no significant effect. Finally, there is the stated or unstated desire to serve as a role model or leader for other cities, as seen in surveys, interviews, and the texts of the policies themselves. All three of these motivations work in concert to produce policies that partially mandate the use of voluntary, third-party standards. In other world regions, there may be different motivations for municipal authorities to pursue green building policies, such as meeting national mandates for carbon emissions reduction in the EU and UK (While 2010) or demonstrating their presence on the world stage as a modern, cosmopolitan city (see Acuto 2012 on Sydney and Raco and Lin 2012 on Taipei). However, in the U.S., these motivations are either missing or not as dominant. The question therefore remains as to why relationships with other municipalities should matter more than local socio-economic and political characteristics in explaining the rise of green building policies.  
There has recently been an explosion of work in urban-political-economic geography on the politics of carbon, or the production of new spaces and forms of calculation as local governments step in to find a solution to climate change, either at the behest of their national governments or in spite of them (e.g., Betsill and Bulkeley 2004, Bulkeley et al. 2012, Jonas et al. 2011, Kousky and Schneider 2003, Lindseth 2004, Millard-Ball 2012, Moser 2007, Otto-Zimmermann 2012, Sharp et al. 2011, While et al. 2010). As Rutherford (2007, p. 295) has written, “The ways in which the environment is constructed as in crisis, how knowledge about it is formed, and who then is authorized to save it become important for understanding the ways that the truth about the environment is made, and how that truth is governed.” For many authors in this emerging area of research, governmentality has been a key framework, looking at how citizens are exhorted to "do their part" and calculate and patrol their own carbon emissions, transferring the work of the state onto the work of the household or individual (e.g., Kusno 2011, Paterson and Stripple 2010, Rice 2010, Rutland and Aylett 2008). However, one of the motivations for establishing LEED and other green building rating systems was to work towards changing the environment in a way beyond the scope of what individuals can do. USGBC materials highlight that about a third of our energy usage and carbon emissions come from buildings, much of that from building systems that individual users cannot control. Additionally, LEED covers many elements beyond carbon emissions, such as water usage, habitat preservation, and indoor environmental quality. City staff and elected officials who want to reduce their municipality's environmental footprint therefore are not necessarily looking to devolve the responsibility of emissions reduction to their citizens when employing green building policies. 

For other authors, governmentality allows us to see how issues such as climate change are rendered as governable in the first place (Oels 2013, Summerville et al. 2008). This includes the ways in which discourses are developed and employed to explain the rationalities behind the actions of state and non-state actors, as well as the nature of the technologies and tools that these actors employ to meet their goals (Bulkeley 2006). Though much of the work using governmentality in this way has focused on the actions of one particular authority or institution, more recent work has emphasized the need to consider interactions among actors. For example, the relationships among state and non-state actors are not merely about boundary-crossing or power-sharing, but themselves constitute the boundary between "public" and "private" through the process of governance (Bulkeley and Schroeder 2012). Relationships among different scales also matter, meaning that the kind of governmental technologies traditionally thought of as operating at national or regional levels are increasingly becoming employed at local levels as well (Keskitalo et al. 2012). While this approach has contributed a great deal to our understanding of how actors make the decisions and establish the policies they do regarding environmental issues, there has been less of a focus on why. Why do cities pursue voluntary or mandatory green building policies? Why render this issue as governable as opposed to another, and why do connections to other cities matter to such a great extent in developing and implementing these policies?
In this paper, I employ the concept of performativity to draw together how multiple forms of city policy activity interlock to name, repeat, and recount (Livesey et al. 2009) the city as a leader—which, in this particular discursive formation, means being green. By performing greenness to their peers, members of city government and administration work on their cities' identities as innovators and leaders, in some cases by drawing on long-standing environmental reputations as in Seattle, but in other cases by performing new identities as in Dallas. City boosterism, of course, is not new, but its current shade of green indicates a new round of performance, a resignification, to use Judith Butler's terminology (Butler 1993, 1999). This resignification includes the performance of the municipal scale as the appropriate level for dealing with climate change issues.  Furthermore, by performing greenness to residents and businesspeople internally, city elected officials and staff indicate the appropriate role of municipal government in relation to private sector activity and protecting citizens in arenas beyond the environment. While there are certainly other actors involved in the development and implementation of urban sustainability policy, including firms (Boyle and McGuirk 2012), universities (Abbot and Kaspryzk 2012), and other levels of government (Bulkeley and Betsill 2005), local government surveys indicate that municipal actors are the most important, and they are therefore the focus of this paper.  
The paper begins by explaining the most relevant aspects of performativity, emphasizing the political side of geography over the cultural. This is followed by existing research on green building policy, including previous findings concerning the importance of relations among cities. The paper then employs performativity theory to explicate the interlocking ways in which relationships among and within cities lead to green building policies and more green buildings—and may or may not lead to measurably greener environments. The results are useful not only for pointing out opportunities for change, but in understanding what motivates the actors involved in municipal governance to develop and promulgate policies relating to urban sustainability.
Performativity in political geography 
While the framework of performativity has been used to a considerable extent within social and cultural geography (Gregson & Rose 2000, Nash 2000), other branches of the discipline have been slower to incorporate it. One important contribution has been by economic sociologists and geographers, who have considered how “the economy” and “the market” do not pre-exist their performance, but are brought into being by economists and financiers and others who are not describing so much as doing. Callon (2007) and Thrift (e.g., Thrift et al. 2004) are the two best-known in this regard. Blok (2011) suggests that carbon markets provide a very timely way to study this process of performance, as their details and justifications are still being worked out.
However, carbon markets comprise only one arena where climate change politics are being performed (Blok 2011). Bialasiewicz et al. (2007) call on geographers to consider performativity theory in their analyses of not only how markets are performed, but states or state discourses. They consider performativity as an advantage over other frameworks such as analyzing how attitudes or identities are constructed because performativity considers change and repetition over time rather than presupposing a moment at which something is constructed and complete: "stabilizing over time to produce a series of spatial formations" (p. 419). In their example, U.S. national security is a prime example of something that is performed rather than pre-given, produced and re-produced through a variety of activities by a variety of actors that reinforce each other but that also provide opportunities for doing things differently.
Kuus (2007) takes on the question of identity more explicitly, arguing that traditional analyses consider identity as an attribute of a subject which somehow pre-exists its identity formation. Instead, a performativity approach gets around the problem of assigning identity to pre-formed subjects by considering how identity is performed and how subjects are created through that performance:  "In a performative perspective, all subjects are subjects-in-process. It follows, then, that to study a subject, such as an individual or a state, is not to study its internal consistency or the 'subjective roots' of its action. It is rather to analyse the practices by which it is produced as a self-constituting subject" (p. 92). As Butler originally described subject formation with regards to individuals performing their gender and sex (Butler 1993), Kuus considers how inhabitants of Estonia perform their identity between Russia and Europe, as Central Europeans but also Estonians, defining what it means to be European in the process:   "There is no 'doer behind the deed.' Rather, 'the doer,' such as the state or the nation, is constituted through the deed, such as identity claims" (p. 97). Estonians and Estonia come to be through their identity performance.
Kaiser & Nikiforova (2008) also consider the performance of Estonians, but here in the case of a region within the country, Russian-speaking Narva. They expand the argument to say that places and even scales are not pre-formed but performed,  brought into being through what people say and do, over and over again, though with room for re-formation. They draw on Butler to argue that scales such as the city, the region, or the nation-state are signified and resignified through repetition, and that agency lies not in the choices of individuals as to whether or not to participate—because they are all participating—but in the possibility for variation within the repetitions that constitute identity. The memory work of monuments, tour guides, festivals, historical preservation and redevelopment, and school lessons all work together to sort through the Estonian, Russian, Soviet, Swedish, and other historical claims to the area and perform a place called Narva. It is only through this work of performing and re-forming memory and place, incorporating both material and discursive elements, that identity shifts and subversions can be made.
Finally, performing politics does not have to have a nation-state component to it. Livesey et al. (2009) studied an eco-collaboration partnership between rice growers and conservationists in the Sacramento River Delta, finding the same processes of performance and the possibility for political change through repetition. They consider performance to have three components: repetition, naming (what Butler calls citation), and recounting. As with the authors above, and in the tradition of Butler, they find room for political change in this very process of resignification: ”because performances occur within messy and complex social spaces, they can never be exactly replicated. Paradoxically, then, besides fixing or institutionalizing certain beliefs and practices, repetition and recounting also offer opportunities for experimentation and change" (p. 427). Furthermore, identity and subjectivity performance are not only the domain of individual people: "individuals (and, we would add, organizational entities) are not simply subjected by discourse but also actively perform their subjectivity, continually reinventing themselves within specific contexts" (p. 427). They also consider the importance of storytelling or narrative  as one means of repetition and naming, along with calculative processes of recounting.
In short, drawing on performativity theory allows us to understand the way subjects and their identities come to be and are re-produced through citation, repetition, and recounting. While a municipality may exist in a territorial sense by fiat, its status as a place with unique characteristics, history, and reputation is continually performed and re-formed through deliberate and incidental actions and discourses inside and around it. Actions taken by city staff and elected officials, the texts of policy documents, and membership in municipal organizations work together with the discourses of residents, businesspeople, and other organizations to continually perform and reinforce the status of the city and its identity or reputation. At the same time, changes in the repetition of that performance reveal new priorities and new ways of seeking recognition, as the following sections show in the case of green buildings.
methods and sources 
Green buildings are structures that are designed and built to have a reduced impact on the natural environment as compared to a standard building. The flexibility of this definition has no doubt contributed to its widespread adoption by the public and private sectors but is a source of critique as well. The most common system of green building standards in the U.S. is the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) rating system of the non-profit U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC). While this system was designed to be voluntary, the USGBC has the explicit goal of transforming the way the building industry operates through incorporation of these standards into designers’ and builders’ regular practices. Furthermore, as of the end of 2010, there were over two hundred municipalities (plus as many counties, states, and federal agencies) within the U.S. that either mandated or provided incentives for LEED-certified (or certifiable) buildings for some or all of their structures. Here, I focus on the extent to which relationships with other cities and the performance of city identity enter into the development and promulgation of green building policies. While a material component is present as well, namely the LEED-certified buildings constructed under such policies, for space reasons this article focuses on the discursive aspects of performing greenness.
These findings are based on three sources. First is the texts of the policies themselves for all but one of the 179 U.S. municipalities with a LEED-based green building policy as of the end of 2009. I acknowledge that looking at the policy texts alone obscures the processes that led to their production, including any dissent or conflicting views that did not make it into the final document as well as the relative importance given to different components of the policy. However, there is a tradeoff between the ability to draw conclusions across the universe of US municipal green building policies and taking a more intensive, ethnographic approach to selected case studies. For the purposes of this paper, the former approach is more useful. Policies were qualitatively coded with the help of research assistants and ATLAS.ti software. 
The second data source is online surveys of relevant city staff members in those same 179 cities, with a response rate of 43 percent. Survey respondents were identified through either a municipality's website or by contacting the municipality directly and asking who on staff was most qualified to discuss the city's green building policy. This included people in departments of planning or community development, public works, engineering, sustainability or environment, and general administration. As the surveys were conducted anonymously via a third party, we are not able to connect specific responses to individual municipalities, nor explicitly consider if it made a difference whether respondents were coming from public works, environmental, or planning departments (see Huying and Olsson 2011 on the role of "green inside activists" within local government and Smith and Wiek 2012 on the influence of the structure of local government on urban sustainability governance). Finally, survey respondents were asked if they wanted to further participate via phone interviews, though only seven of them agreed. Interview responses are therefore used here to illustrate selected points and not to represent the entire population. 
In compiling results from these multiple methods, there was a common thread of not only being motivated by environmental protection above all else (including economic motivations, as explained below), but wanting to be known for environmental protection (see also Retzlaff 2009). All three data sources also strongly indicated the importance of relationships with other cities and of internal relationships with residents and businesspeople. For example, the most common source of information when developing a municipal green building policy was not the USGBC, universities, or the private sector, but other cities with a policy. While the literature on policy mobilities may be relevant here (e.g., McCann 2011), I argue that there is something to be read from these policies in terms of how they call on their connections to other cities and institutions. By invoking these connections in particular ways, city staff and elected officials are performing the city both externally and internally, repeating and solidifying municipal identities to multiple parties. 
Performing the city through green building policymaking
Performance via external relationships
One of the ways in which members of municipal governments performed the city through green building policies was via external relationships: either drawing on or strengthening ties with their counterparts in other cities as part of a formal or informal network, or establishing or confirming their own municipality as having a green reputation. By naming, repeating, and recounting these relationships, city staff members who developed these policies added on to existing understandings and identities of their cities and themselves through the development and promulgation of their policies.  This was apparent through surveys, interviews, and the texts of the policies themselves. 
For example, in the anonymous online survey, respondents were asked to rank on a Likert scale from 1 to 5, low to high, how important various resources were in promoting the idea of a green building policy and in developing the actual policy (Table 1).
[Table 1 goes here]
For both promoting the idea and developing the policy itself, other municipalities that already had a green building policy were the most important resources. Furthermore, this was the only resource whose importance increased from promoting the idea to developing the policy. Municipal networks were not only inspirational, but useful, meaning that cities with existing policies are seen as leaders and experts. Additionally, about a fifth of the responses that explained their choice of “other” were actually networks of municipalities or other cities, such as the International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI), “City of Chicago’s website,” or “Alameda County Green Building system.” This suggests that early adopters of green building policies are developing a reputation as resources for later adopters to draw on or emulate, and that they are aware of that reputation:
“So, geographically, [our policy] can inform other places, influence the existing green building policy. The city of Seattle actually looked at policies of this nature across the United States, and that landed very close to where Portland’s proposal was where we had vetted with our stakeholders. So, that’s the ripple effect.” (Portland, OR interview)
Similarly, one way of making external connections within the policy texts was through mentioning other cities that had developed policies, either peers in terms of size or region, or otherwise well-known exemplars. This "everyone else is doing it" argument was phrased in terms of catching up to the pioneers while remaining ahead of the curve. For example,
"By adopting this Green Building Policy, the City of Long Beach will join a number of leading cities which have also adopted municipal green building guidelines, including: Austin, TX; Portland, OR; New York City, NY; Seattle, WA; Fairfax County, VA; Boulder, CO; Chicago, IL; San Francisco, CA; San Jose, CA; Santa Monica, CA; San Mateo County, CA; and Los Angeles, CA.” (Long Beach, CA policy)
Whether or not Long Beach staff explicitly incorporated existing policies from these other cities in developing their own, the wide range in terms of geographic location indicates the conscious selection of a peer group that is not just regional or even state-wide, but national. By naming these cities as its peers, Long Beach establishes its desire to be known as within their company. In turn, Austin, Portland, Chicago, and others have their own identities as leaders re-cited by being named in these policies.
Another survey question asked the importance of a variety of motivations in developing the city’s green building policy (Table 2). These motivations were based on the justifications of convention or conventions theory, a theoretical framework from economic geography and sociology that helps to explain how actors involved in an economic transaction come to an agreement despite their differing motivations for entering into that transaction (Ponte and Gibbon 2005, Klooster 2006, Wilkinson 1997). The idea behind convention theory is that actors are coming from different worlds with different understandings of what constitutes value or quality, and that reaching an agreement is about compromising between these worlds and thus measures of value or justifications (Boltanski and Thevenot 1991, Kirwan 2006, Thevenot et al. 2000). For example, organic food standards have been worked out as a compromise among economic, civic, green, and industrial values. The most commonly used justifications were adapted to the green building case and implemented as follows: civic (benefiting the whole community), domestic (based on personal reputation), economic (saving money), green (benefiting the environment), industrial (using established, objective standards), inspiration (enhancing creativity), or renown (becoming well-known).
[Table 2 goes here]
While all of these reasons were important to some extent, the first and the third in the table are the most relevant here. Benefiting the environment was considered to be the most important reason for developing a green building policy, but being known for that environmental friendliness was close behind. In fact, it ranked above saving money for taxpayers, and not only in the aggregate: 61 percent of respondents gave a higher ranking to being a role model than they did to saving money, with another 13 percent rating them as equally important. Given that the survey was administered in early 2010, when many cities were in the throes of recession, combined with the long-held perception that building green is more expensive, this is a particularly noteworthy finding. It also highlights how one of the potential disadvantages of surveys and interviews here becomes part of the analysis: if respondents are giving the official, approved response rather than their personal opinions with regards to the importance of environmental protection, that is another way in which they are performing their city's identity, in this case to a university researcher.
This motivation of being a leader was also important. Within the policies themselves, sometimes this recounted an existing reputation for environmental activity (Austin, TX). Sometimes it was about being a regional leader (Aurora, CO; Springfield, MO). Other times, it was a place that is not currently known for having an major environmental reputation but that wanted to become a leader (Dallas, TX; Greensburg, KS).  Regardless, in most of these cases, the term "leader" or "leadership" featured prominently, with benefits beyond the environmental or economic aspects of green buildings, to gaining and sharing skills with people in other cities while maintaining a prominent position in terms of reputation. Here, policies reinforced existing activity or cited it in a slightly new way, continuing the desired reputation of leadership but in the new arena of green building:
"applying green, high performance building standards to certain City projects would provide the City with a leadership position in the very important process of stimulating sustainable development, would provide City staff with training and knowledge of the practical application of such standards and create models for others in the region to experience the benefits of high performance buildings" (Richmond, VA policy).
“Our council and the general manager like to be on the leading edge and they like to develop best practices.” (Queen Creek, AZ interview)
“…we’ve tried to be a role model in a number of ways. I mean, our former mayor who’s running for governor, and may become the governor of Connecticut, was a very forward thinking person and he really understood all the sustainability issues in Stamford and tried to address as many as he could while he was mayor, and he liked being a lead city in the region for sustainability.” (Stamford, CT interview)
Being a leader does not come without risks, of course, as seen through the conscious awareness that others would be following in a municipality’s footsteps:
"After we issued [our policy], you know, people learned from us and were able to set up theirs the first time around better than we had and we had to make amendments a year later based on what they had learned from us, you know what I mean? So, it’s good to go both sides: sometimes it’s good to wait and watch everyone else make the first mistake and sometimes it’s exciting to be the leader…” (Palo Alto, CA interview)
Finally, while no survey question dealt directly with external commitments such as the U.S. Conference of Mayors' Climate Protection Agreement, the importance of such agreements was apparent in the justifications given in the policies themselves and in survey answers concerning motivations for developing a policy. This indicates the need to go beyond signing an agreement to demonstrate that change is actually taking place via policies that encourage or mandate green buildings. For example, a number of policies from cities in Santa Clara County, CA, mentioned being part of an organization for cities within the county that had developed a green building pact. For these cities and others like them, performing greenness to one's neighbors, whether physically near or connected-at-a-distance through networks, is a matter of keeping one's promises, demonstrating commitment or trustworthiness.  For example, 
“WHEREAS, building green supports the City of Bloomington’s commitment to reducing greenhouse gas emissions as indicated by the Mayor’s signature of the U.S. Mayors Climate Protection Agreement and the City Council’s adoption of Resolution 06-05: Supporting the Kyoto Protocol and the Reduction of the Community’s Greenhouse Gas Emissions” (Bloomington, IN policy; emphasis in original)
“And we tie [the policy] into our signing of the Mayor’s Climate Protection Agreement, so really trying to secure – create a good foundation for discussions, if you will, and reference back to commitments” (Flagstaff, AZ interview)
In other words, cities that develop green building policies are not acting in a vacuum. They draw on resources from other municipalities and return the favor as needed, drawing on existing connections and modifying them due to the new subject material. Furthermore, being known for being green is a strong motivation for many municipalities to develop green building policies. Whether at a regional scale or through national or international policy networks, the desire to be known as a leader is resignified as being a leader in sustainability. Alternatively, for cities that already had a green reputation, what might have seemed quirky or unique is now a banner of pride that they can use to proclaim themselves as leaders who have always been looking ahead. 
In either case, through drawing on external agreements like the US Mayors’ Climate Protection Agreement, the writers and enacters of municipal green building policies are re-signifying cities as the appropriate scale for dealing with climate change issues. While this may be in addition to lobbying higher levels of government to act or exhorting citizens to do their part, cities are performing scale (Kaiser & Nikiforova 2008) by visibly enacting environmental change through their signed agreements and policies and through the networks they participate in around those agreements and policies.
Performing for the local audience
While performing green leadership to other municipalities, both near and far, was an important reason for developing a green building policy, performing the city internally was even more important, based on the frequency of appearance in policies (approximately two-thirds of the time) and survey and interview responses. One open-ended survey question asked respondents to list the municipality’s existing environmental or sustainability policies or programs that were relevant to their green building policy. Seventy-seven percent of respondents listed at least one such policy, some in great detail. These included existing ordinances on recycling, stormwater management, and water conservation; energy plans, master plans or comprehensive plans; county or state building codes; and sustainable city initiatives or programs: 
 “We are currently in the process of updating our General Plan, and also creating a Climate Action Plan (CAP). Many of the greenhouse gas reduction measures in the CAP are tied to directly to energy efficiency improvements through Green Building. Proposed measures call for the City to continue to enhance the City's Green Building program and expand the program.” (survey response)
“The City's 1994 General Plan includes Program 10a, Develop an environmental strategy for economic development...In part to implement this program, the Open Space and Ecology Committee was established.  Once it had completed the City's Open Space Plan, the Committee took on the Green Building Ordinance.  It is now working on broader sustainability issues as part of the General Plan update.” (survey response)
Based on the policy texts, two-thirds of the cities considered their performance of greenness to be for their own residents or businesspeople. In other words, the city had already pledged to plan its activities in an environmentally sustainable fashion, and a green building policy was one way to carry that out:
"Whereas, green building complements existing policies related to development and natural resource conservation including City Plan, the Local Action Plan to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the municipal Action Plan for Sustainability, the Electric Energy Supply Policy, and City air quality and solid waste and recycling policies.” (Fort Collins, CO policy)
“…as an aftermath of meeting the green building ordinance, it also helps us meet our greenhouse gas targets, and our energy reduction and our water reduction targets, and meet our zero waste plan for the city, and our general plan – in our comprehensive plan we have all these goals for increasing bicycle use and reducing transportation demand, and so, green building kind of—the ordinance helped support all these greater community goals for sustainability” (Palo Alto, CA interview)
There is a cyclical process here among larger city goals, the specifics of the green building policy, and revamping or broadening the environmental goals. LEED-based policies are therefore seen as a way of affirming the promises made earlier through internal plans and policies to reduce the city’s environmental impact, aside from the external agreements referenced earlier. (Note that these internal aspects of performance may also serve the function of enhancing a city's reputation on a wider scale, even if the initial audience is within the city's borders.) At a broader scale, this cycle demonstrates that the commitment of city government is being carried out through changes in policy and the physical environment: their word can be trusted. It also emphasizes the ongoing, repetitive nature of performance as something that is never finished.
Finally, there is the performance of greenness to city dwellers and businesspeople. While there was no question specifically addressing this point in the survey, many of the responses to the question on existing policies and programs reflected its importance. Here, the city is being performed as a role model to its own inhabitants as well as other municipalities, not only citizens but businesspeople as well. This can be seen as part of a broader shift from the regulatory function of government to its neoliberal role as a facilitator of private sector profit-making:
 “The council really wanted to - they didn’t want to directly regulate at that time the present industry to build green - but they wanted to encourage them to do it and set an example. You know, lead by example.” (Queen Creek, AZ interview)
 “If buildings are more energy efficient they are more cost effective for owners and tenants; this helps to create more disposable income in the community which is an essential economic building block.     Buildings that are more efficient use less energy, conserve building materials and create a better working and living environments [sic]. Again, these are essential building blocks for community development and attracting businesses to our area.” (survey response)
It is important to note that of the policies mandating green building activity, nearly all of these only applied to municipal buildings (at least at first: a number of cities have gone from pilot projects to requirements that apply only to public buildings to policies that apply to all new construction). Many of these policies explicitly mentioned the desire for the city itself to serve as an example to the private sector, to demonstrate that green buildings are feasible in terms of cost and appearance. Here, the city takes the risk upon itself by producing green or "high-performance" buildings. If it is successful at achieving environmental benefits without incurring excessive costs, the private sector may follow. A less cynical view would note that municipalities are increasingly advancing their green building policies not through stricter requirements, but by incorporating elements directly into the building code. Nevertheless, this role of the city as demonstration project was an important motivation for many of these policies:
"The City finds that it is critical to both the economic and environmental health of the City that the City provides leadership to both the private and public sectors in the area of green building. The most immediate and meaningful way to do so is to include green building elements in City projects, and to encourage private projects to include green building elements.” (multiple cities in Santa Clara County, CA policy)
“After adopting our LEED standard, the Town Council adopted an Environmental Stewardship policy for the Town's operations and asked Town staff to form a Green Team.  The Council also later adopted a policy requiring all new Town buildings to be built per LEED.  They also hired a facilitator to help citizens create a community-wide sustainability plan.  The initial LEED policy really got people thinking!!” (survey response)
Local government always has to be concerned about responding to citizens, as well as keeping its promises with regards to internal and external policies and agreements. Developing a green building policy is one way of doing so, repeating and hopefully re-affirming the views of citizens and businesspeople that the city is responsive to their concerns and fulfills the promises it has made in comprehensive plans, sustainability policies, and international agreements. At the same time, by using its own facilities as a demonstration project, a municipality is performing another aspect of the appropriate role of local government: taking on the risks of new technologies and demonstrating their feasibility, encouraging the private sector to then adopt those technologies rather than requiring it through regulation.
Conclusions
While performativity theory has been put to use to some extent in geopolitics or regional-scale analysis, it has not had much application to municipal government. However, the case of green building policy shows that performativity theory can illuminate why hundreds of local governments in the U.S. have chosen to regulate via the voluntary, third-party rating system of the U.S Green Building Council. Multiple forms of city policy activity, from drafting policies to meeting external and internal obligations to establishing and promulgating the city's reputation, interlock to name, repeat, and recount the city as a leader—which in this particular discursive formation means being green. By performing greenness to their peers, members of city government, whether elected officials or staff, work on their cities' identities as innovators and leaders. At the same time, cities are performing scale, reworking existing understandings of the role of the municipality within the complex US system of fragmented governments, renaming and recounting the city as the appropriate scale at which to deal with climate change issues.  Using performativity theory therefore enables a deeper understanding of why cities are not only adopting third-party green building standards into their policies and building codes, but why being known for doing so is even more important than saving money for their citizens.
At the same time, by performing greenness to residents and businesspeople internally, cities indicate the appropriate role of municipal government, namely taking on the risks of new technology and production methods and demonstrating their feasibility and desirability to profit-making entities. This is in keeping with the neoliberal understanding of government’s function as easing the way for the private sector. Rather than regulating the universal adoption of green building practices or standards, whether developed internally or by a third party, municipalities are investing their own time and funds in demonstrating the feasibility of these standards, serving as role models rather than as regulators. To see if this role model function has been achieved, two of the survey questions asked how successful a city’s policy has been in producing more green buildings and at producing buildings that have a higher level of certification. The first question was answered as moderately successful (3.01 on a scale of 1-5) and the second one as slightly to moderately successful (2.44). While this is based on respondents’ perceptions, it was verified by regression analysis. More detailed study would be needed to see if the reverse is true and a failed demonstration project has a negative effect on future green building activity.
Of course, LEED-based green building policies are not without their criticisms, even on the part of the people implementing them. While the convenience of using third-party standards that did not have to be developed internally was attractive to cities with limited budgets and expertise, other communities struggled with the question of “why would we pay someone else to do this?” (Flagstaff, AZ interview). This reduced amount of control over the criteria being used to judge buildings led one survey respondent to say “LEED is a voluntary program and adapting [it] into regulation feels somewhat like hammering a square peg into a round hole.” This respondent went on to say that LEED was not designed to be used as a baseline for regulation, but as a higher standard for building owners to aim for. There is also the difficulty that LEED standards change over time as the USGBC alters its requirements, which may or may not be found acceptable by the local community. Furthermore, survey and interview respondents pointed out that building inspectors are not trained to verify that buildings have been constructed to meet LEED requirements. In other words, while the paperwork might have been filled out properly, there is no guarantee that the building will actually achieve a reduced environmental impact. Finally, since the sample included only those cities that have enacted a LEED-based green building policy, this study does not explore the reasons why other cities might have debated such a policy but decided not to enact one. Identifying such cities—including how the performance of leadership means something different to them—would be much more complicated but may be an avenue for future research.
The governmentality approach to urban sustainability remains worthy of pursuit in helping us to understand how different approaches to urban environmental issues are conceptualized, framed, and acted upon by state and non-state actors alike.  As scholars continue to explore the role of city governments and citizens in responding to environmental change, however, it is important to keep in mind the performative aspects of this response, both in terms of how city staff and elected officials are naming, repeating, and recounting their cities as leaders, and in terms of the potential this offers for change. Furthermore, if, as Bialasiewicz et al. (2011) say, "[performativity] means that discourses constitute the objects of which they speak" (p. 406), then the ways in which cities develop and follow up on these policies have important implications for the meaning of urban sustainability. Concerns about “greenwashing” would be well-founded if the goal of a municipality was only to be seen as being green rather than to measurably reduce carbon emissions, water pollution, or energy usage. If the leadership role could be fulfilled by writing policies and constructing one or two public buildings, there would be little potential for significant environmental change. 
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Table 1. Survey results for resources used in promoting and developing municipal green building policies.












Justification	Importance in developing the policy
Benefiting the environment	4.42
Benefitting the community in general	4.24
Becoming well-known as a role model for other cities in how to be green	3.91
Saving money for taxpayers or building inhabitants	3.82
Being able to use established, third-party standards	3.41
Encouraging people to "think outside the box" and build creatively	3.21
Establishing or strengthening personal contacts with builders and developers	2.56
Other, please specify	1.81
Table 2. Survey results for the importance of different reasons for developing a green building policy.




